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REVIEWS AND BOOK NOTICES. 

Index Antiphonteus. Composuit Frank Lovis Van Cleef, Ph. D. (Cornell 
Studies in Classical Philology, No. V.) Published for the University by 
Ginn & Co., 1895. 

To the grammarian, whose needs the makers of indexes have hitherto 
disregarded and on whose rights they have sometimes trampled, the Index 
Antiphonteus of Dr. Van Cleef will be a welcome innovation. The seeker 
after words and forms will find here what he desires, but for the latter he will 
often have to search under headings made for the benefit of the syntactician : 
and it need hardly be said that this principle of arrangement is fully justified 
by the paramount importance of oratorical syntax over oratorical vocabulary. 
The limitations of the second, like its occasional eccentricities, are largely 
conditioned by the theme ; the restrictions imposed upon the first more 
distinctly result from an adherence to the standard of cultivated Athenian 
speech. And as this is for us the norm of comparison and basis of research, 
such material as is here collected is valuable alike to the plodding student of 
Greek composition and to the imaginative constructor of grammatical theory. 

The method followed by Dr. Van Cleef is partly explained in his preface. 
Where no syntactical classification is necessary, the forms of noun or verb are 
arranged in the usual order of inflection ; otherwise this order is observed 
only in the separate divisions of each article. In the case of verbs this system 
is modified by the natural treatment of the middle and passive apart from the 
active, whereby examples of the same construction may be separated; and 
under koT-.vq, II, tt^sov with numerals follows irleiovc;, apparently because it is 
equivalent to the latter. Substantives are cited by the nominative singular ; 
needless exceptions to this rule occur in c/cAoyetp (it should at least be ixXoyHc), 
ipavov, 'Jbp/idi, evOvvai. Under some substantives differences of meaning are 
indicated ; the fact that this is done with no word after SlK7] seems to show 
the abandonment of a first intention which is disclaimed in the preface. If 
followed out, it might of course fairly be extended to adjectives ; and under 
apxfy, 2, we might ask for a subdivision. The headings de personis and de rebus 
found under ayaffof, avaynalo^, KanoQ might be used with other adjectives, but, 
not being syntactical, are altogether unnecessary; their employment under 
£/c«vof, ode, ovto( has more justification, and here oirroai might have been 
included. Verbs are usually cited by the present indicative active, whether 
that voice occurs in Antiphon or not ; some seemingly capricious exceptions 
to this practice appear, of which airtouat, foeofiai., ipqtpi&fuu are especially 
noticeable, since Antiphon uses active compounds of these verbs. Under 
each simple verb Dr. Van Cleef exhibits the prefixes with which it is com- 
pounded in the orator; and simple verbs not occurring are recorded with 
reference to the compounds which are found. The excellence of this system 
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is somewhat marred by too frequent errors. Under [Saivo we miss the prefixes 
etc-, t/c, fiera-, fierea-, napa-, ovfi-, avveic-, owertt- ; under ftdXhu, etc-, en, efi-,fiera-, 
rrepi-, irpoc-, irpoodia-, av/t-; flovlevu, eiri-,ov/i-- yiyvo/iai, iy-, km-, irapa-, irept-, 
ovy- ; ycyv&GKU, Kara-, fierce.., rrpoKara-, npooKara, ovy- ; ypd<jxj, ovy- ; dtddoKU, en- ; 
f/Ku, Tvpoa- ; "aifu., Trap- ; xel/tat, irapa- ; oixofmc, nap- ; anivTOfiai, npo-. Under 
recva, ri/ido, Tpex°> irpoc- is wrongly given for irpo- ; under dfiaprdva we have a 
reference to a<j>-, under airro/iai to dv-, under elp.i to Tap-, under op.vvfiL to an-, 
though none of these compounds appears in the Index or in the text of Blass. 
We miss the simplicia dnardo), Boda, nkrofiai, o)8eo) ; the post-classical novrdo) 
might well have been omitted ; and the verbs &i)filu and r/ped^a exhibited by 
the Index do not exist. The propriety of citing un-Attic forms for an Attic 
author is doubtful ; it would seem better to write, like Preuss, (SoyBa, rifio sim. 
We read in the preface : " pauca de positione vocabulorum, de elisione 
vocalium adieci, si qua haec commoda videbantur." It was perhaps hardly 
necessary or wise to touch slightly on elisions, which are only a part of the 
larger question of hiatus ; and within the limits apparently laid down by Dr. 
Van Cleef his treatment is inconsistent and incomplete. With ye, de, ovde, re 
he deals satisfactorily, opposing the cases of elision to those of hiatus ; it 
would have been well to state the number in each kind, as is done for one 
kind only under re. The observation under did that elision is always found 
before a vowel would have sufficed for eni and fierd (where it is needless to 
distinguish eir' and e<j>\ fier' and fieff) and should have been made also for nard 
and ixapd, where the subject is not mentioned, as it is also not under ovre (for 
which I find in Antiphon twenty-seven cases of elision against twenty-four of 
hiatus) and p-rjSe (nine cases of elision, two of hiatus). Under aXkd, vtt6, ovtoc 
only the elisions are noticed ; we must supply for a'Ald three certain cases of 
hiatus (III 5, V 16, 58 ; perhaps another in VI 48 if the conjecture avrd be 
admitted), for im6 one (VI 32), for tovto, ravra thirty-eight (omitting VI 15); 
and here three cases of elision must be added (III S 3, V 22, 38). Confusion 
is caused by the parenthetical adnotation under the accusative ravra of seven 
out of the nine occurrences noticed under the heading de elisione. — The 
position of the pronoun avroii (that is, the possible interposition of other 
words between it and the word to which it belongs) is treated parenthetically 
with each example ; for iSe, fiev, fit], oh, re, nuc and the prepositions the same 
matter is dealt with under a separate heading ; under iv the list of passages is 
not complete. The remark uno loco irepi scribitur is an unscientific way of. 
stating how often nepl follows its substantive ; and the phrase verbum inter- 
ponitur under ev B 4 is not quite accurate, as the verb really divides not the 
preposition from its case, but the adjectival from the substantival dative. The 
classifications of ye and eyoye are made according to the varying position of 
these words. — Combinations of particles are regularly recorded ; and under 6, 
mi, enelvog we find observations on crasis. It was superfluous to gather the 
examples of en and ff , of oh, ova and oi>x ; here Antiphon could only follow a 
universal rule. — Numerals placed at the end of each article show how often 
the word in question occurs in Antiphon. The editor should have explained 
his way of dealing with the fragments ; we discover gradually that a fragment 
consisting of a single word is numbered only if the word is also found in an 
oration. Dr. Van Cleef seems to differ from Blass in regarding Fr. 58 as 
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actually cited by Aelian from Antiphon and in including awre'keic as well as 
awrileia from Fr. 56. 

In the following passages Dr. Van Cleef's syntax or his interpretation 
invites criticism. II /? 9 is not an example of " av — av pro simpl. av"; the 
first av belongs to the participial clause. In II 7 8 the words nepl rijc evSai- 
ftoviac belong not with airooTeprfly, but with rps/ioiv. It is incorrect to cite IV 

2 and VI 1 2 as instances of the personal dea, which is not found in Anti- 
phon ; they belong under del. In eirl ^eviac, II /} 9, we have not an adjective 
with which yi)C is to be supplied, but a substantive, the phrase being equivalent 
to %evoc av and exhibiting the sole Antiphontean instance of circumstantial etrl 
c. gen. Thus for %evioc we should have %evia ; so lepdv instead of lepoc, for in 
all the passages where this word occurs it is a substantive meaning either 
' shrine' or 'sacrifice.' nai rivoc, VI 34, is wrongly brought under nai = etiam, 
and the attempted classification (under nai, III 7) "post inter." is unmeaning; 
the two interrogative clauses are simply connected by nai -= et. The first 
example under nai, III 8, also shows a connective, in the second the particle 
emphasizes the following noun ; in neither case is there any other than a 
fortuitous connection with fiaXkav r). To speak (/cat I 4 b, re I 3 b) of an 
adverb connected by re — nai with a participial or conditional clause is to 
ignore the complete fusion of the elements in hXAac re nai, where the connec- 
tives had ceased to be habitually felt as such and the whole had the force only 
of a simple adverb. In II /3 3 (cited under nai III 9) we have not an example 
of nai el, nor in VI 23 (under re II 2 b) an example of re — nai connecting a 
substantive with a clause ; for el tic = oortf involves a substantival antecedent. 
The phrase rr/c Sinrjc vindodat, V 87 = VI 5, belongs under 6inr/ 3, indicium, not 
under I, iustitia ; it presents the contrast to rryv Slurp/ napafiaiveiv in the same 
passages. Under eav I 1 c the heading " c. aliis partt. vel advv." is incorrect 
for all passages except the last ; in the others owe and aXka belong not to the 
protasis, but to the hypothesis. The ethical dative fioi with naleiv and 
fivtjo0ijvai should not be put in one class with the indirect object; and in V 21 
fioi probably depends on the complex avfm'kmyv yevtaBai = ovfintevoai. In IV 
6 3 the datives y/iiv and tovtg) depend on koivov, not on bvroc ; and in IV y 5 
Qiaaafievoc Tjp.dc xpijatiat, the pronoun cannot properly be defined as the subject 
of the infinitive. In VI 43 it seems better to connect j3aaMuc with Karrryopr/aav 
and to join elc rac evQvvac with ffi&ev (cf. Dem. 19, 2 tuv 'enl rdc ev6vvac eWovrov) ; 
different are elc to irpayfta Karr/yopelv = Uyeiv (V 11 should be cited here as 
well as under the heading c. gen., since <p6vov = npayfia) and Karrryopav nai 
Aia/3a?.hw elc to SmacTijpiov, which is rightly treated under etc I & as parallel 
with e'vaf/yyeika elc ttjv fJovTiTjv. Under jiiXfoi 4 the remark "sc. nioTovo6at" 
should be cancelled ; fieMovra is opposed to irapoixifieva, future to past. In 

1 7 dfto'AoyavvTuv is used absolutely. In I 31 the antecedent of ot is Oeolc and 
/le/ieiv is impersonal ; for a murdered person is never spoken of as 6 r/ducr/fttvoc 
(in III y 7 it is not the murder but the failure to punish it that is defined as 
admia), and the notion that murder is aoefleia elc rove deovc frequently recurs in 
the tetralogies ; noteworthy is the use of aSuteiv = aaejielv elc, which may 
perhaps be explained in part by the desire for brevity. Under ore we miss 
V 36, which is wrongly cited under bn II 1 d; and on — eanv,V 87, is probably 
an object clause, not a causal. The parenthetical supplements under ov I 1 g 
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are wrong, the first two in form (for fiovkijaovrat. read jiovlrjaeade, for eari read 
r/v), the last in sense ; the unexpressed thought is ovdiva elg a'nlav hya. That 
the statement under ov V, " ov — ov pro simpl. ov scribitur," does not apply to 
V 63 Dr. Van Cleef seems to recognize by citing this passage correctly under 
ov C 3 ; but he has allowed the error to remain in close juxtaposition with the 
correction. In III y 3 and VI 34 the first ovds is not the conjunction, but the 
emphatic adverb, "obrt simplex" is an impossibility; in Fr. 19 the context 
is lacking, elsewhere the balancing clause is an affirmative one, variously 
introduced by tovto de, de, re. In VI 4 apiara is an adverb ; it is rightly so 
defined sub voce, wrongly as a substantive under irpaooco I 1 ; on the other 
hand, rrpoTov V 93 is not an adverb, but an adjective. " irac c. perf.," where the 
perfect is eldein, shows a desertion of syntax for morphology. Neither Anti- 
phon nor any other author uses aairep (= ut) with the infinitive ; in IV S 2 the 
infinitives are subjects of Kara puoiv hri, to be understood from the following 
clause. 

The editor's classifications, usually very minute, are not always satisfactory. 
The phrases de personis and de rebus applied to prepositions are objectionable, 
first, because they are not syntactical divisions ; secondly, because a prepo- 
sition does not involve the notion of individuality as it involves that of place 
or of time ; and thirdly, because in this way examples of the same construction 
may be separated without need. To say, as is said under fitjde, pTjdeic, ovSe, 
that in the case of double negatives the second has no negative force, is to 
regard the matter from an English, not a Greek, point of view ; and this is 
true also of the definition " /not pro vir' ifiov usurpatum." The heading "c. 
aliis negativis," fir/ C and ov C, includes diversities of usage which should be 
defined ; and the definition in ov C 3 might be made more precise. We read 
"eon idem fere valet ac Svvarai" ; but as the impersonal ivvarai is not Attic, 
why not explain by eforrt? " koivoc 1. adi. 2. c. art." makes no contrast; we 
should have "2. subst." It is jarring to find nomen and substantivum used 
indifferently; the second should of course be preferred. The heading finalis 
under ki I 3 would include 5, which might be treated as a subdivision ; as to 
4, that should be fused with 3, the examples showing no different shade of 
meaning. Under 6c IV the phrase "pron. rel. pro demonstr. usurpatum" is 
inexact, since we should rather expect the relative in these passages, and 
incorrect because in most of them a simple demonstrative could not well be 
substituted ; usually a connective would be required unless the demonstrative 
were to be made emphatic by asyndeton, in which case it could not be 
displaced by the relative. In V 47 we might have expW & avrdv, hardly 
tovtov ; in V 46 (where ivOv/ielotie = del ev0v/ielo8m) the relative 6 finds its 
antecedent in the following tovto — bri — axeKTeivav, and in changing it to a 
demonstrative we should change the character of the sentence. The treat- 
ment of ordinary participles c. art. as substantives is open to objection ; cf. 
fid?M II I a, ov I 3 b. d, el/ti 6, in which last place we read: "part, uc c. art. 
pro subst. pos." Of the examples adduced, II a 6 fiipoq tuv ovtuv alone shows 
a participle crystallized into a substantive ; in rav kaofihuv, V 6, the verbal 
force is so distinctly to be felt that we are not justified in regarding this as 
other than a verbal substantive — that is, a participle pure and simple — while in 
the other passages it is not the participle that could be turned into a substan- 
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tive, but the whole phrase, participle with prepositional clause, which has the 
value not of a substantive, but of a pure participle or adjective. (In to iv 
adf/Tip It' bvra the verbal quality is brought out sharply by the adverb, which 
does not belong to the adjective, as Dr. Van Cleef would have it, s. v. en.) 
The treatment of bvruv in tuv fiaXlov iv Qofiu bvruv as participle under jiafa II 

3 b suggests a fluctuation of theories. Under fir/ I 5 b we read : " inf. sine art. 
pro subst. pos. verbi subi. est"; but the infinitive is used as subject not in 
place of a substantive, but because it is the substantive of the verb. Here 
exactness demands that the use of infinitive with subject-accusative as subject 
(as in II /3 8) be distinguished from the simple infinitive ; and in III /? 4 the 
infinitive is not appositive, but object, ovdelf av MyoQ vneltiireTo being equiva- 
lent to oi>K av iSvvdfieda apveladai. Classification f of irepi, " c. verbo Aval" 
would apply equally to II 6 9 cited just above, where ravavria is subject, irepi 
tt/c evdai/iovlac predicate ; and irepi ■Ko'tikov elvai might perhaps better be "Classed 
with irspi itoXXov TToteladat, unless the relation of the prepositional phrase as 
object and predicate be distinctly defined. The pluperfect imjpKro, V 58, is 
clearly passive = susceptum trot; on the other hand, how does Dr. Van Cleef 
distinguish between the passive ireideodai, V 94, and the middle voice to which 
all other instances of this form are referred? It would have been better to 
distinguish the substantival from the adjectival use of ira<; than to write under 

4 b "loco pron. pos." 

Some minor slips and omissions may be noted briefly. Of headings which 
are omitted the following seem not unimportant : a^iov c. ace. et inf., I 24 ; 
fiia(,oiiai 1. med. 2. pass.; yiyvoaau 3 c. part, ad subi. referendo (as under 6i)7,6u 
3) ; 6i6>ku c. gen. rei, VI 9 ; imnateu pass. c. <Jf, III /3 9 ; Karayiyvhaiiu pass. c. 
gen., V 70; Kei/iai 4. c. ace. et inf.; ■Ktipdofiai 1. c. inf. 2. c. part. 3. c. gen.; 
amaroc 2. c. ace. et inf.; wf I adv. Under Tieya 6 we read : " c. <JC vel on" ; but 
the examples show only <5f. Passages are sometimes quoted under the wrong 
heading ; so under diilou 2 and 07r«f 2, the last two examples ; swiara/mi 3, V 
82 ; iTspoc 1 1, V 36 ; Imvog, VI 46, 48 ; paka B, the cases where jmXXav qualifies 
Ak6(. The vocatives npirai and Kvpioi should end their respective articles ; 
(favepbc yevofievoe is not an example of that adjective " c. part." It is incorrect 
to separate a/iaprdveiv,irapoivelv rif from aoeftelv A( ; and under iv real confusion 
exists, since many of the examples toward the end of 1 belong under 2. 
Responsibility for the following mistakes is in part shared by the printer: 
aivea, ef- (read in-) ; a?2oc, ralla, elsewhere ralla, in accordance with Blass ; 
iivapoea; " avaSuKvvfU, avaSOjat, Fr. 47" should read " avaSixo/iai, avade$ai," as 
Dr. Van Cleef knows, since he refers to ava- under Sexo/iai, not under StUvvfU ; 
apitlftoc ; Tore fih — Tore de, p. 35 ; 6vfieofiai, with false references to iv-, irpo-. 
Under re II 4 for quattuor read quinque. Continenta, p. 55, conditionibus , p. 67, 
utremque, p. 82, are distressing misprints ; emSg should not be translated by a 
masculine ; the distinction made, under yv, between terra and tellus is false ; 
the phrase "de eo cuius causa agitur" under iiti I 4 is at least ambiguous. 
Finally, while the quotations usually exhibit, as they are intended to do, the 
construction or relation of the words, this is occasionally obscured or falsified 
by misleading omissions or insertions. 

The preface assures us that the citations have been most carefully verified : 
" maxima diligentia," says Dr. Van Cleef sadly, " cui par nullum praemium 
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bene scio me umquam adepturum." If a good conscience is not a sufficient 
reward, the editor may reflect that the indexes of similar character which he 
hopes to publish later will be all the more warmly welcomed by scholars and 
students, who will trust to find in them the same accuracy combined with a 
more perfect clearness of syntactical vision. 

Wm. Hamilton Kirk. 



Italo Pizzi: Storia della poesia persiana. Vol. I, II. Torino, Unione tipo- 
grafico-editrice, 1894. xxiv, 350 pp. and 495 pp. Svo. Lire 10. 

" Die Poesie steht zur Bildung des Menschen in einer zwiefachen Bezieh- 
ung : in einer der Form, indem sie Wahrheit und Lehre durch Einkleidung 
und rhythmischen Ausdruck der Einbildungskraft naher zu bringen sucht, 
und in einer des Inhalts, indem sie uberall das Erhabenste, Reinste und 
Schonste aufsuchend, im Menschen immer das Hdchste und Geistigste seiner 
Natur anzueignen bemiiht ist, und ihm bestandig vor Augen halt, dass er den 
voriibergehenden Genuss der dauernden inneren Genugthuung, das Irdische 
dem Unendlichen nachsetzen und im Widerstreit der Neigungen und Pflichten 
Alles, durch Selbstbeherrschung und Erhebung iiber das Niedere und Gemeine, 
dem Adel und der Reinheit der Gesinnung opfern muss." With these words 
of Wilhelm von Humboldt I may be allowed to begin my review of the well- 
disposed work in two volumes, which Italo Pizzi, who is already known by 
specialists for his extensive studies on Persian literature, and whose excellent 
translation of the whole Shahnameh into Italian was duly appreciated by me 
in this Journal (vol. XIV, I, pp. 93-101), presents not to scholars only, but to 
a cultivated public in general, as the fruit of many years' studies. Pizzi has 
studied no less than 129 poets for the purpose, and the list of the consulted 
books and MSS given on pp. xiv-xxiv proves the extensiveness of his knowl- 
edge. The reader is attracted by the ample contents and captivated by 
elegant representing and tasteful, aesthetic judgment. Especial care was 
bestowed by the author upon the characteristic of the personalities as well as 
of the different periods of Persian literature, and he generally succeeded 
excellently in this respect. 

We will try to enter into the particulars of the book. After an excellent 
introduction, Cap. I gives a general survey of the rise, development and the 
different periods of Persian poetry, ingeniously pointing out the precursors of 
each and the relations to middle or old Persian literature ; Cap. II treats the 
lyric, Cap. Ill the mystic and sceptic poetry. Cap. IV is merely consecrated 
to the celebrated poets Saadi and Hafiz, and concludes the first volume. Vol. 
II, Cap. V treats the epic poetry, Firdausi and the cyclic poets ; Cap. VI the 
'poesia romanzesca' and the 'poeti romanzeschi,' especially Nizdmi, Khusrev 
di Dehli, Khdg'd Kirmdni, Assdr, Sdveghi, Fattdhi. These chapters, which 
give the development of the Iranian epos and its transition into the romantic 
epos of Nizdmi, seem to me the most brilliant parts of the book, and this is 
not surprising, the Persian national epos and its further romantic development 
in the time of the epigons having been Pizzi's favorite study from the beginning 
of his learned career. While Cap. VII gives the moral and gnomic literature 
and its representatives, and Cap. VIII treats merely of Gdmi and his literary 



